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Abstract 

In searching for a process to help program teams of campus- 
based faculty and field-based educators develop five-year and 
annual statewide program plans, cooperative extension admin¬ 
istrators and specialists in Penn State’s College of Agricultural 
Sciences discovered that the use of the logic model process can 
influence the successful design of specific programs as well as 
outreach scholarship. The team and logic model processes that 
were employed have helped educators identify goals, articulate 
measurable impacts, and evaluate their programs, resulting in 
both incremental and substantial organizational change. This 
article illustrates how the logic model process is an organiza¬ 
tional and leadership tool. The authors share their perspectives 
on the logic model process, implementation strategies, and the 
benefits of developing a community of learners to enhance 
outreach. 

Introduction 

P enn State Cooperative Extension’s new model for 
statewide program planning and implementation is 
grounded in the logic model process. The logic model process is 
an organizational and leadership tool that can lead to influencing 
and strengthening outreach scholarship. Perspectives on the logic 
model process, strategies for implementation, and the benefits of 
developing a community of learners are shared in this article. 

Extension Program Planning Process in Pennsylvania 

Penn State Cooperative Extension in the College of 
Agricultural Sciences develops five-year and annual plans of 
work, as do other cooperative extension organizations in land- 
grant institutions across the country. Our new plans of work 
(POW) cycle in Pennsylvania began on October 1, 2004. As we 
considered how we had conducted program planning in the past, 
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a need was identified for a rational unifying process to help program 
teams led by campus-based faculty and field-based extension 
educators develop statewide plans of work. A process was needed 
that would help these POW teams identify an overall goal, artic¬ 
ulate measurable impacts (short-term and long-term) for specific 
audiences, develop activities to accomplish those impacts, evaluate 
the impacts, and begin to think about highlighting success stories. 

In addition to a rational uni¬ 
fying process, we were interested 
in engaging the POW teams in a 
process driven by them and not by 
the administration. It was desir¬ 
able to create an environment that 
encouraged organizational buy-in, 
shared leadership, and team deci¬ 
sion making. We wanted the teams 
to form a community of learners 
that built on previous plans of 
work while developing more 
focused programs with our limited 
resources, plans consistent with 
the extension and research priori¬ 
ties in the college. Organizationally, we also needed a way to 
ascertain how programmatic activities addressed stakeholder- 
identified needs in a cohesive manner. We wanted to demonstrate 
how educational activities tie to desired impacts and how measured 
impacts could reasonably be attributed to activities conducted by 
educators. 

Outreach scholarship is an integral component of each of 
Boyer’s functions of discovery, integration, application, and edu¬ 
cation as outlined in the UniSCOPE 2000 report (UniSCOPE 
Learning Community 2000), particularly of the latter three. The 
multidimensional UniSCOPE model conceptualizes the teaching, 
research, and service missions of the university as a continuum of 
scholarship. The cooperative extension organization, with its his¬ 
toric links to communities and individuals in each county across 
the state, offers an ideal model for strengthening the integration, 
application, and education functions of outreach scholarship. We 
envisioned the team process and the logic model process—involv¬ 
ing both campus-based faculty and field-based educators—further 
strengthening scholarship in the field, while continuously 
informing the research community of current and emerging needs 
of our clients. 


“We wanted to demon¬ 
strate how educational 
activities tie to desired 
impacts and how meas¬ 
ured impacts could rea¬ 
sonably be attributed to 
activities conducted by 
educators. ” 
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The Logic Model Process 

The attempt to specify the logic of a program dates to the 
1960s and 1970s when evaluators needed a mechanism to measure 
the value and impact of governmental social programs. Evaluators 
found that programs and measures of outcomes or impacts did 
not always correspond to program objectives, resulting in what 
were considered muddled evaluations and, consequently, disap¬ 
pointed stakeholders (Smith 1989; Mayeske and Lambur 2001). The 
logic model process established itself under the influence of 
Wholey as a preliminary step to evaluation (Wholey 1979). 

Later during the 1980s exten¬ 
sion evaluators in cooperative 
extension concluded that the logic 
model process had at least three 
benefits. It could be used, first, “to 
plan a plausible, evaluable pro¬ 
gram” (Smith 1989, 143)', second, 

“to produce a consensus among the 
workgroup members” about pro¬ 
gram goals, delivery, and evaluation 
(p. xv), because it is a “staff-centered 
approach”; and third, to reveal the 
degree of stakeholder awareness 
and interest in the program (Smith 
1989). By 2000, the University of 
Wisconsin was promoting the use 
of the logic model for extension 
program development, and in time 
other cooperative extension organ¬ 
izations across the country began 
to value its use (Arnold 2002). 

Scholars reason that a logic model defines the program theo¬ 
ry or the set of explicitly defined assumptions about the “cause 
and effect relationships and thus provides the rationale” among 
the resources, activities, and impacts in a program (Bickman 1987, 
5). Knowledge of the program’s theory can assist programmers in 
determining whether poor program impact is a result of theory 
failure or program failure, that is, of the program’s not being con¬ 
ducted the way it was proposed (Suchman 1967; Weiss 1988). 

The use of the logic model process was advanced in 
September 2002, when the United States’ General Accounting 
Office released a report to congressional committees titled 


“The cooperative 
extension organiza¬ 
tion, with its historic 
links to communities 
and individuals in 
each county across the 
state, offers an ideal 
model for strengthen¬ 
ing the integration, 
application, and edu¬ 
cation functions of 
outreach scholarship. ” 
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Program Evaluation: Strategies for Assessing How Information 
Dissemination Contributes to Agency Goals (GAO 2002). This 
report emphasized using a program logic model as a way to define 
a program’s goals in addition to describing a program’s compo¬ 
nents, impact, and evaluation. This reference to the logic model 
by the GAO publication raised the visibility and the credibility of 
such an approach. 

What Is a Logic Model? 

A logic model identifies explicitly the components of a pro¬ 
gram, beginning with the expected impact and following with the 
resources, activities, and target audience participation, in order to 
determine the plausibility of the program in achieving the impact. 
If the program is not plausible or logical, that is, if a certain com¬ 
ponent will not lead logically to the next component in the model, 
then one or more of the components will need to be redefined to 
yield a logical expectation of impact. 

Program development and a logic model for Pennsylvania: 

Most scholars point to the basic components of a program—its 
resources, activities, target audience, and impact—when dis¬ 
cussing program development. However, cooperative extension 
throughout the United States adopted Bennett’s (USDA 1979) pro¬ 
gram model in the 1970s. Bennett contributed significantly 
because his model defined six types of impact: changes in knowl¬ 
edge, attitude, skills, intentions (aspiration), behavior, and end 
results (see figure 1). His model assumes that extension 
resources, extension activities, and target audience participation 
will lead to the different types of impacts and, ultimately, the end 
results. Resources, activities, and target audience participation 
are not perceived or measured as impact (see figure 2). 

The program theory underlying Bennett’s model has some 
limitations for extension, however. Many extension programs are 
more complex and do not fit a simple logic model like Be nn ett’s. 
We created a logic model to embrace complex stages of impact 
that can occur over a period of time or through community 
groups. For example, our expanded logic model represents not 
only extension’s work with tobacco and health coalitions but the 
work that the coalitions perform in the community, such as 
recruiting and educating their members and conducting assess¬ 
ments and programs (see figure 3). The expanded logic model 
can represent train-the-trainer programs. In phase one of such 
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Figure 1: Components of a Program Identified by Bennett 
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Figure 2: Simple Logic Model Integrating 
Bennett’s Types of Impacts 
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programs, extension personnel conduct educational activities for 
target audiences such as 4-H volunteers and Master Gardeners, 
and the work by extension is not considered impact. However, in 
phase two of these programs, the community groups gamer 
resources and conduct educational activities for the participation 
of other target audiences, and these behaviors are now conceptu¬ 
alized as impact. 
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Case study I: In the Breast Cancer Screening Recruitment pro¬ 
gram in a very rural county, extension provided an educational 
program for a community Breast Cancer Subcommittee, local 
community organizations, and businesses representatives that 
serve uninsured and underinsured women. As a result of those 
extension activities, these community groups will teach, counsel, 
and inspire women in the target audience to take preventive steps 
against breast cancer. Even though the community groups’ behavior 
consists of typical extension-like activities, these activities, because 
they are done by the community groups, are considered the first 
or immediate stage of extension impact and can be measured. 
(The logic model is detailed in Bencivenga 2003.) As a result of the 
community groups’ activities, the target women, the uninsured 
and underinsured, will schedule screenings, keep appointments, 
and bring a friend and family member to a learning lunch. These 
behaviors by these targeted women constitute the second or inter¬ 
mediate stage of extension impact and can be measured later. As 
the logic model demonstrates, the first and second stages of 
extension impact lead to the final or extended impact, increased 
screening at designated sites in a county, increased early-state 
diagnosis of breast cancer, and reduced death rates. 

An expanded logic model is appropriate for other types of 
programs as well, programs where the impacts of an individual or 
a group take time to occur but require a series of recognizable 
steps to achieve the impact. 

Case study II: In the Agricultural Entrepreneurship program, 
extension conducted educational activities for agricultural pro¬ 
ducers looking at alternative agricultural opportunities that could 
result in increased income over time. As a result of the extension 
activities, the producers will discuss business ideas with partners 
and similar entrepreneurs, conduct analysis, and initiate the 
development of a business and a marketing plan. As the logic 
model demonstrates (Kiernan, Corbin, and Watson 2003), these 
behaviors by the producers constitute the first or immediate stage 
of extension impact and can be measured. Completing a business 
and marketing plan, evaluating competition, and securing business 
expertise constitute a second or intermediate stage of extension 
impact, because these behaviors take place over time and are 
dependent on the completion of those in the first stage. Additionally, 
these behaviors can be measured. The first and second stages of 
impact lead to a final, extended impact, use of the various plans 
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to make decisions and eventually increase income. This expanded 
logic model encompasses impacts that take place in recognizable 
steps over time. 

A logic model that links all of the steps that ultimately lead 
to the extended impact ensures a logical connection between all 
sequential steps; moreover, it provides the opportunity for extension 
to evaluate the intervening impacts as well as the final impact. 
Thus the expanded logic model adopted in Pennsylvania allows 
extension to plan to evaluate a broader array of impacts than the 
program’s original design encompasses. 

Penn State Cooperative Extension’s Experience 

Influenced by their experiences using the logic model 
process informally with faculty and for an education program for 
a statewide in-service for field-based educators, the program 
leaders considered integrating the process into the next cycle of 
the state program plans of work. Concurrently, a new Web-based 
statewide planning and reporting system was under development— 
the College of Agricultural Sciences Planning and Reporting system 
(CASPAR). After thoughtful discussions and consideration, the 
program leaders and others involved in development of the Web- 
based system incorporated the components of the logic model into 
the CASPAR system. The next step involved establishing the POW 
teams to develop the new plans of work using the logic model 
process to guide their planning and implementation efforts. 

Engaging teams and outlining leadership expectations: The 
aim of Penn State Cooperative Extension was to engage both 
campus-based and field-based educators in programmatic leader¬ 
ship roles as cochairs and team members for the next cycle of the 
state program plans of work. The process began with the identi¬ 
fication of cochairs—one campus-based faculty member and one 
field-based educator—for each POW issue, followed by the for¬ 
mation of POW issue teams to address seventeen broad issue areas. 
The POW issue areas were determined through an assessment of 
statewide needs and of the corresponding resources, expertise, 
and strategic priorities of the college. 

We invited the team cochairs to attend a work session to iden¬ 
tify statewide programming efforts related to the plans of work in 
the fall of 2003. The purpose of the session was to outline cochair 
responsibilities and team expectations, introduce the logic model 
process, and build team leadership skills. Team expectations and 
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cochair responsibilities were set forth. Cochair responsibilities 
included building functioning teams, providing the leadership 
required to focus team efforts, providing leadership opportunities 
for team members, and facilitating communications among the 
educators and with the administration—the state program leaders, 
the field-based regional directors, and the academic unit heads. 
We expected the cochairs to develop teams with well-rounded 
expertise needed to direct the programs, with team membership 
inclusive and participation self-selecting. Training on the logic 
model process was offered to all of the cochairs of the POW issue 
teams at the session, and they were expected to develop a logic 
model for their respective issue areas. 

After the POW issue teams 
were established, a second work 
session was organized to provide 
an opportunity for the teams to begin 
their efforts. The cochairs were 
responsible for providing leadership 
to the teams and guiding the teams 
in the clear identification of key 
program topics with achievable 
impacts, as well as helping the 
teams develop evaluation strategies 
to measure impact of the programs. 

We expected the teams to actively 
participate in the development, marketing, implementation, and 
evaluation of statewide programs and provide leadership to our 
statewide programming efforts in their particular area, including 
the identification of programs and in-service training needs. 

The work sessions for the cochairs and the POW issue teams 
provided an opportunity for team members to become familiar 
with and to use the expanded logic model. The logic model process 
enabled the teams to develop plans of work with features common 
to programs across the system. For example, we were seeking 
uniformity in the description of the components of the programs 
and specificity in the plans to ensure that programs are developed 
to meet goals and that evaluations are conducted using selected 
indicators to measure program impacts. Additionally, we wanted 
to develop ways for the teams to share their ideas within subject 
areas and across disciplines in the organization. Finally, we encour¬ 
aged the cochairs to facilitate internal team communication, and to 
periodically communicate to the teams and to the administration 
progress made and obstacles encountered in their teams’ efforts. 


“The logic model 
process enabled the 
teams to develop plans 
of work with features 
common to programs 
across the system. ” 
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These work sessions were strategies to give the POW cochairs 
and teams a framework for program planning and development, 
as well as to increase knowledge and skills in using the logic 
model. The work sessions were also used to boost commitment in 
developing the next POW cycle. In essence, we were using the 
logic model to inspire new perspectives and behaviors that would 
allow the teams to take steps in shaping the direction in which the 
organization must move programmatically. 

Incorporating the logic model into the CASPAR system: In con¬ 
junction with the development of logic models, each POW issue 
team was responsible for developing information in their subject 
areas for the POWs for the new CASPAR planning and reporting 
system. The teams identified program topics and titles, prepared 
problem/opportunity statements, identified internal and external 
program resources, developed indicators to measure impact for 
each POW issue, and identified evaluation strategies. Each POW 
team also developed one or more logic models to provide guidance 
to other educators participating in the plans of work. The logic 
models were posted on the CASPAR system to help other partici¬ 
pants understand the overall goals as well as the problems, 
resources, educational activities, target audiences, impacts, indica¬ 
tors, and evaluations for each of the issue areas. 

We conducted training for field-based educators and campus 
faculty to help them use the new CASPAR system and begin to 
establish their individual plans of work. Training across the state 
also emphasized applications for the logic model process beyond 
planning for new programs. For example, exercises were created 
to orient the extension educators to new ways of thinking about 
the logic model process, including ways to face such challenges 
as effective evaluation of respected programs and rethinking pro¬ 
grams that seemed to have lost their original objectives. While 
the teams faced challenges in using the logic models to develop 
plans of work and indicators to evaluate the impact of their pro¬ 
grams, the results have been very successful. Some teams devel¬ 
oped macro design logic models; others created micro designs 
that are more specific to individual statewide programs. 

Case study III: The efforts of the issue team focused on agro¬ 
nomic production provide one example of the value of the logic 
model process across interdisciplinary areas. The faculty, staff, and 
extension educators for this issue are located in four departments 
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in the College of Agricultural Sciences and six regions across the 
state. While they have accomplished a lot, they often found it dif¬ 
ficult to organize and plan effectively for the year ahead, and 
sometimes they did not accomplish what they had planned. The 
team found the logic model process to be a useful tool for organ¬ 
izing, planning, and prioritizing their activities to accomplish 
their goals more effectively. 


“Training across the 
state also emphasized 
applications for the 
logic model process 
beyond planning for 
new programs. ” 


This team created six different 
logic models, one for each key 
area—integrated pest management 
(IPM), forage crops, grain crops, 
nutrient management, soil manage¬ 
ment, and organic production. They 
started by thinking about the extend¬ 
ed impacts and then determined how 
they could accomplish these impacts, 
identifying resources, educational 

- activities, and target audiences. They 

developed indicators to measure the 
immediate and intermediate impact 
of the activities needed to reach the extended impact: sustainability 
of agricultural production. As an example, immediate impact will 
be measured by the number of producers who increased subject 
knowledge (all program areas) and intermediate impacts (e.g., 
number of producers who developed nutrient management plans) 
using interview and observation evaluation methods. The CAS¬ 
PAR system provides a structure for collecting this evaluation 
data so that the team will be able to summarize the statewide 
impact of their programs at various levels of change. 

The logic model process in this case facilitated the development 
of interdisciplinary teams. They have now formed a crop man¬ 
agement extension group (CMEG) for each key area identified: 
IPM, forage crops, grain crops, and so on. The CMEG members 
for each of the key areas will develop educational programs that 
strive to meet the needs of farmers in Pennsylvania. For example, 
the Nutrient Management Team has been working with farmers 
and their advisors to develop practical solutions for managing the 
nutrients from animal manures applied to cropland in the state, 
most recently focusing on the development of strategies to mini¬ 
mize the effect of phosphorus in the state’s water resources. 

This case reflects the organizational change that has occurred 
as a result of implementing the logic model process in program 
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planning. The team members have developed of a community of 
learners across disciplines that will strengthen the integration, 
application, and education functions of outreach scholarship, and 
they are organized to work efficiently to address the needs of 
their stakeholders. 

Implications 

Penn State Cooperative Extension has experienced both 
incremental and substantial organizational change because the logic 
model was used to design the programs in the statewide plans of 
work cycle and because this model influenced the design of the 
new planning and reporting system. 

The POW logic models became 
tools through which extension 
educators and faculty could com¬ 
municate the priority of specific 
extension programs. The logic 
models were available for all to 
review, which enhanced organiza¬ 
tional learning and innovation, as 
well as stimulating continuous 
improvement. For example, one 
faculty member indicated that the 
logic models have given educators 
an opportunity to compare pro¬ 
grams, to see how others approach 
similar situations, and to learn 
from colleagues. 

We found that using the logic model process encourages dia¬ 
logue and reflective communication during the program develop¬ 
ment and implementation phases. Consensus building leads to 
increased trust and understanding, which improves program 
planning. Members of the POW issue teams listened to differing 
ideas, suggestions, and advice, which improved the design of 
their logic models. While they faced challenges in creating the 
new logic models because team members had different assumptions 
and interpretations of their programs, the logic model process 
became the vehicle to foster high-level thinking, communication, 
and decision making. 

Responses to the use of the logic model from faculty and 
regional administrators reflect a range of organizational implica¬ 
tions. For example, one faculty member indicated that he had 


“[0]ne faculty member 
indicated that the logic 
models have given edu¬ 
cators an opportunity 
to compare programs, 
to see how others 
approach similar situa¬ 
tions, and to learn from 
colleagues. ” 
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been using the logic model and had not realized it; however, for¬ 
malizing the process codified his thinking. He found the logic 
model a better method for bringing a diverse group of people 
together. He described another benefit: “The beauty of this logic 
model was that it really wasn’t a static piece of paper . . . you can 
adjust it or modify it.” Another fac¬ 
ulty member stated, “I am attracted 
to the logic model because I think 
it is going to be a tool to help us get 
our heads together and work 
smarter . . . and more effectively in 
accomplishing some of the goals 
of our organization.” A regional 
director indicated that the logic 
model process helped the field- 
based educators look at their pro¬ 
gramming from different levels of 
evaluation, making it easier for them 
to map what could be achieved in 
one year, two years, or five years. 

She said, “I really like the logic model as I work with educators 
in the field—it makes sense to them, it helps them plan strategi¬ 
cally, but more important, they are focused on the outcome of 
their programs. I believe in the years to come, we are going to be 
able to report greater program impacts across a program.” 

Program development competency has grown among the 
extension faculty and field-based educators, as they have a better 
understanding of how to design and test a new extension program 
model before implementing it in the field by using the program 
theory of the logic model. Extension administrators and educators 
now have a stronger sense of the strategic and programmatic 
goals of cooperative extension. 

The thrust of our effort is to expand the reasons for using the 
logic model beyond planning for new programs. The logic model 
is being used for planning educational activities, conferences, and 
grants and to develop evaluations. For example, the Food Safety 
Issue Team developed an evaluation tool for educators. 
Evaluation questions have been developed for each indicator, and 
educators can determine which questions to use for their specific 
evaluations. This will allow the team to capture and report 
statewide data effectively. Additionally, logic models are being 
shared with extension advisory committee members and other 


“We found that using 
the logic model process 
encourages dialogue 
and reflective commu¬ 
nication during the 
program development 
and implementation 
phases. ” 
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stakeholders who are able to clearly see the sequential phases of 
program planning and evaluation. 

In conclusion, the logic model process provided a rational 
unifying process to help the POW program teams develop 
statewide plans of work by identifying an overall goal, articulating 
measurable impacts (short-term and long-term) for specific audi¬ 
ences, developing activities to accomplish those impacts, and 
forming strategies to evaluate the impacts. The process engaged 
the teams in an approach that is driven by them and not by the 
administration, a process that encouraged communication, orga¬ 
nizational buy-in, shared leadership among faculty and field-based 
educators, and team decision making. These teams now constitute 
a community of learners more focused on program goals designed 
to meet stakeholder-identified needs. We expect that the logic 
model process will help reshape our thinking about some of the 
structural challenges now faced by cooperative extension in light 
of limited resources. 
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